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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Examiner acknowledges the claim for foreign priority and confirms that the 
certified copies of the priority documents submitted on July 23, 2001 , have been 
received, as requested, in the amendment filed March 23, 2004. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-13 and 27-34 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. TANIMOTO et al, US 
Patent No. 4,622,632 anticipates claims 1-6, 9-11, 31 and 34. NORTON et al, US 
Patent No. 5,488,713 provides support for TANIMOTO et al with claims 7-8, 13 and 32. 
BUYTAERT et al, US Patent no. 6,041,135 provides support for TANIMOTO et al with 
claims 12, 27-30 and 33. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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3. Claims 1 -6, 9-1 1 , 31 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by TANIMOTO et al, US Patent No. 4,622,632. 

4. As per claim 1, examiner interprets TANIMOTO et al to meet claim limitations 
and features as claimed; 

an image at a higher drawing level is formed from a computer graphics image formed by 
computer graphics (column 33, lines 43-56 discloses variable operations of each of a 
set of processors identify particular pattern (inherently derived from computer graphics) 
input signals, including various types of edge detection derived from computer displays 
(column 6, lines 29-33), 
said method comprising the steps of: 

selecting a particular drawing level from a plurality of drawing levels set in advance for a 
computer graphics algorithm based on (at least the following underlined feature ) at least 
one of an amount of computation processing, an amount of data and a display 
resolution (column 33, lines 51-56 teaches processing of a pyramid data structure with 
a plurality of processors, with each processor associated with each resolution level of 
the pyramid - column 33, lines 51-56 and figure 2(103) shows the pyramid processing 
unit); 

and performing processing by said computer graphics algorithm at a higher drawing 
level than said particular drawing level which was selected from said plurality of drawing 
levels based on, (at least the underlined and second conditional feature ) editing data in 
the process of forming said computer graphics image at said particular drawing level or 
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based on said editing data and attached data thereby forming image data at said higher 
drawing level (column 33, lines 51-56). 

5. As per claim 2, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, 
wherein said image at the higher drawing level is an image (at least the underlined 
feature is disclosed ) to be printed or an image to be displayed (the following elements of 
figure 2, Host CPU and Peripheral Devices provide both input and output to the pyramid 
processor unit figure 2(element -103) and column 5, line 64-column 6, line 5 and 16- 
34), 

and said image data at the higher drawing level is (at least the underlined feature is 
disclosed ) print image data or display image data (the following elements of figure 2, 
Host CPU and Peripheral Devices provide both input and output to the pyramid 
processor unit figure 2(element -103) and column 5, line 64-column 6, line 5 and 16- 
34). 

6. As per claim 3, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, 
wherein said image at the higher drawing level is an output, 

said image data at the higher drawing level is output image data, and said processing 
by said computer graphics algorithm at the higher drawing level (the drawing levels are 
represented by the pyramidal resolution levels) is performed in a process of outputting 
image (following the cites above in claim 3 regarding the display image data, it is 
inherent that the Peripheral devices and Host CPU fully disclose the following limitations 
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of claim 4 as claimed - Host CPU and Peripheral Devices provide both input and output 
to the pyramid processor unit figure 2(element -103) and column 5, line 64-column 6, 
line 5 and 16-34). 

7. As per claim 4, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , wherein when 
said computer graphics image is formed, said particular drawing level is selected from 
said plurality of drawing levels for (the second conditional underlined feature is taught) 
feature each image component in an imaged scene or for each processing operation 
performed for producing a specified particular effect on said computer graphics image 
(column 33, lines 51-56 with the specified particular effects represented by the local and 
global transformations on selected data elements at different levels of resolution). 

8. As per claim 5, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, wherein a 
plurality of computer graphics algorithms are further prepared (the algorithms are 
represented by the processors - may be variably processed with at least pattern means 
-column 33, lines 43-55), 

and a particular algorithm is selected from said plurality of computer graphics algorithms 
based on at least (the at least third and underlined conditional feature is taught) one of 
said amount of computation processing, said amount of data and said display resolution 
(column 33, lines 51-56 teaches processing of a pyramid data structure with a plurality 
of processors, with each processor associated with each resolution level of the pyramid 
- column 33, lines 51-56 and figure 2(103) shows the pyramid processing unit), 
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and for the thus selected particular algorithm, said particular drawing level is selected 
from said plurality of drawing levels (drawing levels are represented by resolution levels 
- column 33, lines 43-55). 

9. As per claim 6, TANIMPOTO et al meet limitations of claim 5, including, wherein 
when said computer graphics image is formed, said particular algorithm is selected from - 
said plurality of computer graphics algorithms (the at least second and underlined 
conditional feature is taught) for each image component in an imaged scene or for each 
processing operation performed for producing a specified particular effect on said 
computer graphics image (column 33, lines 51-56 - the processors executed 
simultaneously on local and global transformations on selected data elements 
represent the particular effects as claimed). 

10. As per claim 9, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, 
wherein the process of forming the computer graphics image at the particular drawing 
level is performed in an image processor and the processing by said computer graphics 
algorithm at the higher drawing level is performed in the same image processor (column 
33, lines 51-56 and figure 2 (element 103) shows the pyramidal processing unit that 
contains a plurality of processors (one processor for each resolution level of figure 1 
beginning with the lower level processor at "0" and increasing to the higher level 
processor at "7" comprise the pyramidal processing unit). 
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11. As per claim 10, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 

9, including, wherein said image processor is a Personal Computer (the pyramidal 
processing unit (figure 2, element 1 03) is representative of the Personal Computer). 

12. As per claim 1 1 , TANIMOTO et al, meet limitations of claim 1 , including, wherein 
processing operations at different drawing levels including the process of forming the 
computer graphics image at the particular drawing level (column 6, lines 21-25 
discloses the transfer of array data between the pyramid processing unit and the host 
processor) 

and the processing by said computer graphics algorithm at the higher drawing level are 
performed by sharing among a plurality of image processors interconnected through a 
communication network (column 6, lines 21-25 discloses the transfer of array data 
between the pyramid processing unit and the host processor - the pyramid processor a 
plurality of processors with each processor associated with one of the levels of "0" to "7" 
of figure 1 ). 

1 3. As per claim 31 , TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, 
wherein the selecting of a drawing level is based on a display resolution (column 33, 
lines 51-56 discloses levels of resolution among the different levels of the pyramid 
processing unit and figure 2(103) shows the pyramid processing unit). 
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14. As per claim 34, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, wherein 
an image processing software for the computer graphics image is based on 
performance of a CPU of a personal computer forming the computer graphics image 
(see column 6, lines 21-25 discusses transfer of the array data to the pyramid processor 
(represents the image processing software) from the host computer (represents the 
CPU of a personal computer). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 7-8, 13 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over TANIMOTO et al, US Patent No. 4,622,632 in view of NORTON et al, 
US Patent No. 5,488,713. 

17. As per claim 7, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , however, does not 
explicitly teach, wherein the process of forming the computer graphics image at the 
particular drawing level is performed in a first image processor, whereas the processing 
by said computer graphics algorithm at the higher drawing level is performed with a 
different timing in a second image processor different from said first image processor, 
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specifically, although TANIMOTO et al disclose a Host CPU and pyramid processing 
unit containing plurality of processors, there is no teaching regarding different timing 
between the first processor and second processor (the host processor of claim 8). 
Conversely, NORTON et al suggest wherein the process of forming the computer 
graphics image at the particular drawing level is performed in a first image processor, 
whereas the processing by said computer graphics algorithm at the higher drawing level 
is performed with a different timing in a second image processor different from said first 
image processor (figure 3 discloses different speeds between the processors as 
claimed for symmetric multiprocessors (SMDs) (column 1 , lines 64-67) associated with 
a host uniprocessor workstation- column 1, lines 10-15. It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the symmetric multiprocessors 
(SMDs) (column 1 , lines 64-67) associated with a host uniprocessor workstation- 
column 1 , lines 10-15 for prediction of parallel processing times between SMDs and a 
host single processor workstation (column 1 , lines 48-55) of NORTON et al to modify a 
pyramidal processing system facilitating parallel processing of a plurality of resolution 
levels to execute local and global o f TANIMOTO et al because both inventions are 
related to similar technology associated with multiprocessors and a host processor to 
improve the parallel processing operations of TANIMOTO et al by providing accurate 
predictions of parallel processing times for accurate prediction of parallel processing 
times (column 1 of NORTON et al , lines 48-55). 
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18. As per claim 8, TANIMOTO et al as modified by NORTON et al meet limitations 
of claim 7. Further, TANIMOTO et al disclose a Host CPU associated with a "ring 
network or other communication means" (column 6, lines 6-10) and figure 2(element 
101)-the pyramid processing system represents a personal computer as claimed, 
wherein said first image processor is a personal computer and said second image 
processor is a host computer connected to the personal computer-through a 
communication network. TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 1 , including, 
wherein an image processor to be selected from said plurality of image processors for 
performing a processing operation at each of said different drawing levels (column 33, 
lines 51-56- the resolution levels are representative of the drawing levels), however, 
does not expressly teach a timing applied for performing said processing operation are 
set in advance to said editing data or as a processing condition. NORTON et al suggest 
use of the symmetric multiprocessors (SMDs) (column 1 , lines 64-67) associated with a 
host uniprocessor workstation- column 1, lines 10-15 for prediction of parallel 
processing times between SMDs and a host single processor workstation (column 1, 
lines 48-55) to suggest "and a timing applied for performing said processing operation 
are set in advance to said editing data or as a processing condition." It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the symmetric 
multiprocessors (SMDs) (column 1, lines 64-67) associated with a host uniprocessor 
workstation- column 1, lines 10-15 for prediction of parallel processing times between 
SMDs and a host single processor workstation (column 1 , lines 48-55) of NORTON et al 
to modify a pyramidal processing system facilitating parallel processing of a plurality of 
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resolution levels to execute local and global o f TANIMOTO et al because both 
inventions are related to similar technology associated with multiprocessors and a host 
processor to improve the parallel processing operations of TANIMOTO et al by 
providing accurate predictions of parallel processing times for accurate prediction of 
parallel processing times (column 1 of NORTON et al , lines 48-55). 



19. As per claim 13, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 11, 
TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 1 , including, 

wherein an image processor to be selected from said plurality of image processors for 
performing a processing operation at each of said different drawing levels (column 33, 
lines 51-56- the resolution levels are representative of the drawing levels), however, 
does not expressly teach a timing applied for performing said processing operation are 
set in advance to said editing data or as a processing condition. NORTON et al suggest 
"and a timing applied for performing said processing operation are set (the at least first 
conditional is met and underlined ) in advance to said editing data (accurate prediction 
of parallel processing times (column 1 of NORTON et al, lines 48-55) or as a processing 
condition. " 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use 
the symmetric multiprocessors (SMDs) (column 1 , lines 64-67) associated with a host 
uniprocessor workstation- column 1, lines 10-15 for prediction of parallel processing 
times between SMDs and a host single processor workstation (column 1, lines 48-55) of 
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NORTON et al to modify a pyramidal processing system facilitating parallel processing 
of a plurality of resolution levels to execute local and global o f TANIMOTO et al 
because both inventions are related to similar technology associated with 
multiprocessors and a host processor to improve the parallel processing operations of 
TANIMOTO et al by providing accurate predictions of parallel processing times for 
- accurate prediction of parallel processing times (column 1 of NORTON et al , lines 48- 
55). 

20. As per claim 32, TANIMOTO et la as modified meet limitations of claim 7, 
however, TANIMOTO et al does not expressly teach wherein the different timing 
represents different processing speeds. NORTON et al, on the other hand teach 
wherein the different timing represents different processing speeds. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the symmetric 
multiprocessors (SMDs) (column 1 , lines 64-67) associated with a host uniprocessor 
workstation- column 1, lines 10-15 for prediction of parallel processing times between 
SMDs and a host single processor workstation (column 1 , lines 48-55) of NORTON et al 
to modify a pyramidal processing system facilitating parallel processing of a plurality of 
resolution levels to execute local and global o f TANIMOTO et al because both 
inventions are related to similar technology associated with multiprocessors and a host 
processor to improve the parallel processing operations of TANIMOTO et al by 
providing accurate predictions of parallel processing times for accurate prediction of 
parallel processing times (column 1 of NORTON et al , lines 48-55). 
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21 . Claims 12, 27-30 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over TANIMOTO et al, US Patent No. 4,622,632 in view of BUYTAERT et 
al, US Patent No. 6,041,135. 

22. As per claim 12, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 1 , however, does not 
- expressly teach, wherein said plurality of image processors (representative of figure 1, 

elements 6, 8 and 12) are personal computers. 

BUYTAERT et al teach (see figure 1 , elements 6-an identification station - column 8, 
lines 1-8), figure 1 , element 8-a preview monitor-column 8, lines 26-28 and figure 1 , 
element 12-a review console-column 8, lines 29-32), wherein said plurality of image 
processors (representative of figure 1, elements 6, 8 and 12) are personal computers. 
It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use 
the means of the three monitors cited above provide users various methods to store 
image data (i.e., hard disc (column 8, lines 36-42), an optical disc (column 8, lines 43- 
44 and storage by EEPROM (column 8, lines 54-59) of BUYTAERT et al to modify the 
pyramidal processing unit of TANIMOTO et al in order to provide a database for storing 
an optimal processing mode so that the processing may be repeated using the stored 
processing conditions (column 7, lines 38-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
modify TANIMOTO et al by BUYTAERT et al. 

23. As per claim 27, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , however, does not 
expressly teach, wherein the higher drawing level is defined by a graphics quality. 
BUYTAERT et al suggests wherein the higher drawing level is defined by a graphics 
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quality (column 2, lines 12-16 and column 3, lines 26-35 both discuss high quality 
images with resolution including a predetermined resolution level used for a preliminary 
evaluation of the resolution on the monitor screen (column 3, lines 13-17). It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the determining 
means for a high quality resolution (column 3, lines 13-35) of BUYTAERT et al to 
modify the resolution levels and images of the same scene (column 1 , line 65-column 2, 
line 2) of TANIMOTO et al in order to not only provide better image quality for the 
resolution levels, but, to also reduce computational effort (column 3, lines 26-28). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify TANIMOTO et 
al with BUYTAERT et al. 

24. As per claim 28, TANIMOTO et al as modified meet limitations of claim 27, 
additionally, TANIMOTO et al teach th e following underlined feature among the 
conditional group of features the image processing method of claim 27, wherein the 
graphics quality comprises at least one of a resolution (column 33, lines 51-56), number 
of polygons, raying processing, density scale resolution and an existence/nonexistence 
of reflected light. 

25. As per claim 29, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , however, does not 
disclose designating image editing data to form the computer graphics image. 
BUYTAERT et al suggest designating image-editing data to form the computer graphics 
image 
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(column 2, lines 25-35 and 59-column 3, line 5 discloses a set of stored parameters are 
representative of the designated imaging data). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to utilize high image quality processing and 
diagnostic means (column 3, lines 29-35) of BUYTAERT et al to modify the resolution 
levels and images of the same scene (column 1 , line 65-column 2, line 2) of TANIMOTO 
et al in order-to not only provide better image quality for the resolution Jevels r but, to-- - 
also reduce computational effort (column 3, lines 26-28). Further, the addition of 
BUYTAERT et al "enhances the speed of operation (column 3, lines 32-35). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify TANiMOTO et 
al with BUYTAERT et al. 

26. As per claim 30, TANIMOTO et al as modified meet limitations of claim 27, 
however, TANIMOTO et al does not expressly teach, wherein the graphics quality is a 
resolution. BUYTAERT et al suggests wherein the graphics quality is a resolution 
(column 2, lines 12-16 and column 3, lines 26-35 both discuss high quality images with 
resolution including a predetermined resolution level used for a preliminary evaluation of 
the resolution on the monitor screen (column 3, lines 13-17). It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the determining 
means for a high quality resolution (column 3, lines 13-35) of BUYTAERT et al to 
modify the resolution levels and images of the same scene (column 1 , line 65-column 2, 
line 2) of TANIMOTO et al in order to not only provide better image quality for the 
resolution levels, but, to also reduce computational effort (column 3, lines 26-28). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify TANIMOTO et 
al with BUYTAERT et al. 

27. As per claim 33, TANIMOTO et al meet limitations of claim 1 , including, 
wherein a plurality of computer graphics algorithms levels are prepared (column 33, 
lines 51-56-the-algorithm levels are representative of the processors at each pyramid 
processing units level and controlled by figure 2, element 1 19-the pyramid processing 
unit controller-column 6, line 35-38), wherein the plurality of drawing levels are prepared 
for each of the plurality of computer graphics algorithms (column 33, lines 51 -56-the 
algorithm levels are representative of the processors at each pyramid processing units 
level and controlled by figure 2, element 1 19-the pyramid processing unit controller- 
column 6, line 35-38), and wherein the drawing levels are based on a display resolution 
(column 33, lines 51 -56), however, does not disclose stored in a database on a 
personal computer. BUYTAERT et al suggest storing in a database on a personal 
computer (and provides a database for storing an optimal processing mode so that the 
processing may be repeated using the stored processing conditions (column 7, lines 38- 
42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use 
the means of the three monitors cited above provide users various methods to store 
image data (i.e., hard disc (column 8, lines 36-42), an optical disc (column 8, lines 43- 
44 and storage by EEPROM (column 8, lines 54-59) of BUYTAERT et al to modify the 
pyramidal processing unit of TANIMOTO et al in order to provide a database for storing 



Application/Control Number: 09/828,474 



Page 17 



Art Unit: 2676 

an optimal processing mode so that the processing may be repeated using the stored 
processing conditions (column 7, lines 38-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
modify TANIMOTO et al by BUYTAERT et al. 
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